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To what extent is. the fidelity of a social program's
implementation ;elated to the outcomes that program prcduces?
Can social technologies be diséémiﬁated on a large sca%e such
that they are implémented with fidelity? These two questidns are
of increasing importance given the recent movgment t%wards de-
centralization of program initiatives in the présedt adminis-

. tration.

This decentralization is.largely based on politiérl motives.

"However, a body of £esearch/exists to support the decentral-
ization of social programming. This research points out the
geﬂeral éailure of efforts based on the "Rese¢arch, Development,
and Diffusion model” or RD&D (Havelock, 1969) to succeed in
fostgring program implementation. The RD&D model, which guided
much of the Federal social programming of 'the 1960's, has five
main features (House, ker;ns, & Steele, 1972):

1)There is a rational sequence of activities-which moves

from research to development to packaging.

2)Planning must occur on a large scale.

3)A division of labor sepérates roles and functions in the

overall process.

4)A Egssive anéumer awaits acceptance of the inuovation if

it is delivered properly.

5)A high initial deVe]opment cost is necessary to eventual

success.

Much recent research has found fault with this model., The

futility of disseminating complex social innovations as "canned
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packages"” through brochures and other written materials has been
repeatedly demqnstrated(Fairweather, Sanders, & Tornatzky, 1974;
Fullan & Pomfret, 1977). fTreating practitioners és pasgive con-
sumers has also been demonstrated to be a waste of time and mgney
(Gross, Giacquinta, & Berqstein, 1971). Practitioner involvgﬁent
in implement;tiod decisions seems to be a virtual prerequisite
for successful implementation (Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Tornatzky,
Fergus, Avellar, & Fairweath@r, 1981). Exacerbating these pfob—
lems is the fact that programs often undefgo some modificetion or
“reinvention" by users in order to accomodate prsgrams to
specific sites {Rice & Rogers, 1930).

However, the momentum of the modification or "rein-
ventionist" movement may be impelling us to throw the RD&D baby
out with the bath water, a position cogently stated by Datta
(1981). & good portion of Datta's arguement rests on her
critique of the large scale RAND study of fe@eral programs sup-
porting edﬁcational change (Eerman & McLaughlin, 1978). The RAND
research is perhaps the most iﬁfluential of the reinventionist
studies. According to Datta, the RAND findings that "mutual
adaptation"(of site and program) generally characterizes suc-
cessful implémentakion is suspect. Although the authors clsimed
tha; actual program replication rarely oc?ured, their implilemen-
tation outcome measure was "the extent to which projects net
their own goals" (Berman & McLaughlin, 1977, Vol. VII, p. 50).

This definition of implementation builds the occurrence of

adaptation into the results. Secondly, the “"programs" examined




by the RAND study were never specified sufficientl& to enable

"high fidelity" implementatien. Finally, the "massive infusion

. of federal dollars", reputed to characterize the Office of

Edpbation programs which were studied averaged $100.00 per pupil
per year across prograﬁs. Thi; is hardly & great expense whén
the extent and the complexity of the changes which were to be
produced is considered. ’
In summary, Datta concluded that the RD&D model for social
programming was not éinectly tested by the RAND research despite
W1 ‘

¢claims to the contrary. éimilar criticisms can be levelled .at

other research supporting the modification point of view.

Measures 4f implementation-are—frequently too flawed to subs-

tantiate research claims (Scheirer, 1981), and proggam‘parameters
are often léft poorly specified or entirely unspecified (Eveland,
Rogers, & Klepper, 1977).‘

It %s true, that the milieu of’social programs is hardly &s
rational a place as was previously assumed. Authors who have
pointed out the need for disseminators‘and administrators to take
interpersonal and organizational dynamics into account havé made
valuable contributions to the study of implementation (e.g. Yin,
1978). However, it may be that a need still exists to develop
programs through careful and valid research, andﬁto disseminate
vrograms which have been demonstrated to att;in beneficial out-
comes for clients with sufficient fidelity to produce these same

outcomes at the user sites.

We would argue that the connotations of "research, develop-
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ment, and demonstration” need not include those assumptions

demonstrated-to be inadequate. Replacing policies based on these

e ————————

'assﬁgifions with policiés supported by reinventionist research
pr&duces a mpdified'RD&D approach. This approach encourages

"research and development by practitioners, utilizesractive, full- "~
time change agents to disseminate {Egorously evaluated programs, B
“and pays attention to organizﬁtional-environmental dynamics ;hown
by Past research to be crucial for successful implementation.
This modified RD&D approach,‘presgntly utilized by two federal
agencies, is the focus of the present research.

The intent-of.th%§ research has been to develop highly- o z

gpecific, behavioral déscriptions of eight socialﬁprograms dis~
seminated by these ‘agencies. These descriptions will then be
used to address the two issues posed at the beginning of this
paper: 1) the relationship of fidelity to program outcomes at
uéer s{tes; and 2) the extent to which fidelity can exist in
prograés:with nore than a few replicates. By using tbese
highly:specified behavioral descriptions, it is hoped that the
findings of this research will bear more directly on questions
concerning the usefuiness of the RD&D model than previous studies
in this area.
Program Fidelity

The development of the behavioral instruments followed a

methodology pioneered by Hell, Loucks, and their associates(Heck,
Ve

’ 4

Stiegelbauer, Hall, & Lohcks, 1981), working in the srea of

educational innovation. These researchers have conceptualized




social programs as congsisting of a finite number of components or

parts,‘ Program fidelity may be defined following this schema in

terms_of the number of components actually implemented at a site.

- . N
2 This may be expressed as a percentage (number of components

.

- implemented/number of comﬁonents in the progranm). . Comparisons

can then be’ made both within program and with other programs with
different numbers of components.

i

A second major concept in the Hall and Loucks methodology
involves the importance of various components. Some components

are more important(to various actors, for various purposes). than

Y

other components. Hall and Loucks have contraeted the core com-
ponents of a program with its related components. (we prefer the
terminology essent1al vs non—essent1a1 in order to t1e the com=
ponent to an exqgenous referent 'such as outcomes). Also, com=-
‘ponents can be implemented in a variety of wa&s. Hall and Loucks
ca%l this phenemenon "component Variagzen". These variations may
be‘considered ideai,.acceptable, or unscceptable by'various
ractors (disseminators, administrators, practitioners) depending.
on their perspective. Variations of components are implemented
in different identifiable ratterns or configurations.
Hall and his associates have used thi; framework to study
the implementation of numerous educationai innovations. To our
knowledge, the research discusused in this paper is the first to

use this methodology in other areas of social programming outside

of education. One other study has used this methodology to

examine federal-level dissemination activity (Network, 1981).




interviewed during the second phase.

-
— . -

However this study was also concerned solel& with:education. In
addition, these vesearchers have chosen to use a different level
of component specificity than.that utiiized;in the present
research, Our progranm de§ériptions range from 36-105 components,
while those of the Network, and Hall and h{s associates are
generally in the"5-20 range.

. o ‘Research Methodology_

JQverview

.

volved the identification of adopfers througﬁ a semi-structured
ph&ne interview concerning their reasons for program adoptiocn.
The second phase qf the research, which is currently in progress,
involves phone interviews with the adopters identified in the
first phase.l The second phase is concerned with measﬁring the

degree of program implementation and routinization. The third

phase will involve site visits to a sample of the organizations

Innovation Selection . . ' ?
| Programs from two{?ederal agencies, one agency dealiﬁg witﬁ
education, and one agency in the criminal jus ice field, were
selected. The educational agency was the Natxongl»Diffusion Net-
work(NDN). The goal of“this agency is the widespfead adoption of

innovations tﬁat are validated by the Joint Di;ggmination Review

Pgnel. The NDN uses both inno&ation developgég and regional

facilitators a3 change agents. The review process.acts as a

quality control on the innovations (Emrick, Peterson, & Agarwala-

Oug research is a three-phased effort. The first phaée in-

PRI




Rogers, 1977) In criminal justice, the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration Exemplarary Projects Program also requires
on-site evidence of effectiveness before a program is designated

-

as e;eﬁplararf and info?mation is disseminated. :Both agencies
‘ oniyiaisseminate information on programs that are known to ha;Zi
produeed desirable outcomes et the original site. Variatioﬁ iﬁr"
effectiveness across replicates of a given progrgﬁ Can then‘be

. / . '
attributed to differences in program implementation at the site's.

-1
!

The first step in sélecting innovations for study iﬁvolved_ _:_
the readlng of materlals describing all the NDW programs(about
150 programs) and LEAA exemplarary proJects(about 35 programs).

Four innovations from each field were chosen that mét the follow-

fl
-

ing criteria: innovations had to be in the dissemination phase
£og’at least two years, innovations had to have a reasonable
chance of having at least 20 replicates, and innovations had te
be "orgaeigation;wide"(either i;volve multiple units of the
'organ%zatien and/or demand a good deal of interaetion with the
organization's envirenment). Ieformation on’ repiicates of the
innovations were obtained from two souréest Developers of the
‘innovation were contacted regarding information they had concer-"
ning adopters of their progrgms.' The second source of infor- |
. mation was a three percent random sample select on of the approp- -
riate organizat1on unit(police department, court, prison, or

school). ACopters were located through a semi-structured 1nter;

view. In this phase of the research, the "organization" was con-

sidered to be the implementing ‘unit. In the second phase of our




research, the "organization" was considered to be the unit in , -
5 X , .

= which the innovation was housed. The organization can thus dif-
- S \

fer between Phase I and Phase II of our research in the criminal

<

justice area. As J.D. Eveland(1981) has remarked, the choice of

%" the appropriate organizational unit is very important. Our __

.

f
'

experience substantiates this\point. For this research, con-
sistency across inno ations.in defining the unit of analyses is o

required in order to/enable across-innovation analyses. Main- =

taining con31stency as therefore the first“prioritygin the ’ ' ~7

Operatlonal definition 3% organlzat1on .

Development of the Implementatlon Measure

The second phase of our research involves an additional

"
P

interview with each adopter prev1ously 1dent1f1ed in Phase I.-

This interview focused on the implementation of the innovation in

RS TR

the adopting organization. Other issues that we are in-

veatigeting'which will not be discussed in this paper involve the

~

concept of qoutinization. Of special interes8t to us is the mag-
nitude and type of relationship between implementation and L
routinization. =

" In order to measure program implementation it is first
necessary to spec1fy what the program is and whatnlt involves.

\

To do this, we are using what we hOpe to be an 1dea1 (or at least

an ‘acceptable) variation of the metbodology used by Hallegnd his
\ .

. | N
associates. The first step entailed reading all written infor-
“ ) * . .

mation on each of the programs. Two|staff menbers then visited

each innovation developer. These researchers observed either-the

.




original site of the innovation or the site used for dis-

Lo

= - semination purpcses. During these visits, intensive conver-

sa%ions were held with the developers. These conversations were .

recorded on tape’ \These conversations concerned what one would" e

T LT .
g Wil b s e i

likely see if he of she visited an innovation adopter.. This type

.

of quesﬁion;-used y Hall and his agsociates, focuses the

'developer's attenti:n on th% Qreervable behaviors the innovatipﬂ

entails. Discussjon‘also included how the }ypical client of the’
/ g oo ; ' -

innovation would inti;aét with various o?her actors involved in R |
/

-

the innovation. At most of these 81te vHslts, the programs were - . E%

no 1onger be1ng run dﬂrectly by the original developers of the 'i§

. \ \ . +
program, ‘and conversetions with administrators, front-line staff, £l
9 N I . |
and élients were also recorded. This procedure follows the con- . .

-

) s o‘ ; . » s
.cern of Hall and his associates that desoriptions of programs for

the purposes of implementetion measurement should not be iimited

i

to .the developer's perspective.

The second step in our process involved the sepdaration of

*

N
all -the information we had obtained into distinct, :ﬁj}flable

components. This process inﬁolveo one of the staff had gone. :

on the ddveloper/site visit an@ one additional researcher. The

TN PR #4100 % S s et eyt s

first part of thls process entglled re- readlng all the program

materials. The tapes of the conversations were heard by both the
PR .

staff who had gone on the visit and an additional staff member.

\

While listening to the tape or rqfding the materials, all ident-

1y b

ifiable activities were put ont¥o i:rds.' These carde were then

"
et
Tn oy i

sorted into categories of innovatiion-specific activities. Dup-

»‘ﬁ O—

,,
st o




~lication oetween activities were eliminated. One of/the neople
wno had- visited the developer then tookAresponsdbility for the

Kdevelopment of the rest of the neasure:‘ This involved ‘
;11m1nat1ng further redundanéxes in the act1v1t1es and mak1ng

bure that each component enta11ed\ only one or a few related ~

TN L A L . . : G
,q?tivities.\ It is at this point that our measurement deve opment:
. . \ . .

i

| v , ) ok
- ‘. started .to diverge from the strategies used by Hall and his

5 P . . 7 /,l - [ER. .
associates. Due to the 1imited number of program adopters we ,

A
. A,
-

-were working with, 1t was dec1ded to not interview users of. the 4

1

program to obtain the variations. Instead, one of the people whm'

——

did the site visit generated the variations. These were reviemed
= EN , . ,

i by other researchers on the team. These‘dnitial component lists’ .

\

and var1at1ons ranged in length ‘from 40-116 components. Ext{eme

-~ »
3

- cére was taken to insure a comm@n level of specif1c1ty across

N\ 3

innovations. *Thus, Nariability in the actnal number of com-

~

. ponents identified for each program represents true variabilrt?“
A

invtne*/evel of the complexity of the innovation.
These component lists were then sent- to the.developers. . The
: o developers were givegEtwo_tasks. The girst was to respond to a

.

"list of the componenté. Developers were asked to label the conm-

- I . Lo 3 -
pronent as either "essential”, "non-essential”, or "not relevant®
. ¢ \
A

;\ ) to their program. That is, did the developer view the component .\\F
J— + @ ~

.o . . :
as critical or necessary for the developggﬁto construe an adopter

¥

as a true replicate of the’ iu1t1a1 1nnpvatlon° Developers Wwerse

. also asked to decide whether the component was required in order

to obtain the velidated outcomes for the program.” The second
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Itask that we asked devel&%éés to_uﬁdertake was the rewriting of
ovr variations, based on their experience and thoughts concerning
, what constituted an ideal, acceptable, or unacceptable Qariation.
Data—ga?heringfin;olved a phone igibyview with developers which
covered every variation of every component. It should be men-
tioned that in cases where there was more than one developeﬂ!bt a
site, each developer was asked to assist in these two tasks.
#all and his associates have argued cogently for the iﬁportance
of taking multiple perspectives into account in this process.
Therefore, for one-half of the innovations, program users at the
original sitg were asked to perform the same tasks as the
developers. in revamping the instrument to reflect respondent's
comments, every effort was mage to preserve both perspectives.
_In addition, components were "tagged" from both the devéloper and
,_users' view, as to whether the component was essential, non-

essential, or not relevant, and either important or unimportent

~to outcomes.
Thus, eight separate fidelity interviews were constructed

with their own component and variation lists. Example component
" R ‘

jtems from several innovations are included in Table 1. Readers |

. Ed * \ |

should note the similar level of spetificity across program

categories. We are just completing therpiloting of this pha-~e of

the research. : . i
\\ i

|

l

The interview strategy we have been using is fairly open—\\\\\\\\
» " ended. We ask the user 7t the innogétion about their use of a \jf\\\

1
particular category of activif}r(giégtgaf components). As they !
iy . !

pel !
|

|

1
'
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talk, we code the variation they are using under the &ppropria£§
comp&nent. After we have coded every component in & category, %;
ask the user whether we have missed anything, and whether they
are doing anything "different or unique” with regard to that set
of components. This is then noted as the amount »f modification
that has taken place in that category.

Respondents in this phase are users who have been identified
a. nost familliar with the day to day running of the progrgm. drn
addition, inter-coder reliability is assessed by héving two re<
searchers coﬁe 2 sample of interviews. To obtain a measure of
interrespondené validity, a second respondent will be interviewed
at a sample of sites.
Site Visits and Collection of Ouéqome Data

A 50% sampole of the adopters of each of the innovations will
be site-visited fgllowin& the telephone interviews. These adop-
ters will be chosen from the high and low regions of the fidelity
range.obtained from these interviews. Fidelity will be cal-
culated in a number of di%ferent ways. First, the percentagé of
qpmponents implemented/the total number of components will be
computed. This score will enable comparisons across programs. A

_program-specific calculation of fidelity #ill also be carried out

by assigning & score of 2 fér components implemented ideally, 1
for components implemented acceptably, and O for components imp~
lemented unacceptably. Both these calculations will be used to

select high and low fidelity sites to visit.

Site visits will not be exact replications of phone inter-




views, sinc2 changes in implementation status can occur in the

o - N - — -

interim between the phone interview and the site visit. We will
try to minimize the impact of these changes on our measures by

asking respondents wﬁht has happened on-site since we talked to

them last. The site visit will then be used to contrast results

of observational methods of data collection with those of phone

A second major purpose of the site visits will be the col-
lectidn of,outcoqg dg}a for each prog}am. These will be the
original validated outcomes of the program. Many of tte
innovations require their adopters to collect this outcome data.
Data Analysis and Questions to be Answered

The major ﬁuestions to be answered concern the relationship
between fidelity and outcomes, and Hh¢¢her certain configurations
of components proﬂucé higher lev}léhéT outcomes than other con-

i
figurations. The relationship between fidelity and outcomes will

be analyzed using a multiple regression approach. Progranm

effectiveness (cuccome levels) becomes the criterion variable and

[N

each of the components become the predictors. The components
{

could be considered in a binary sense (presence ox absence) or as
a three-point continuum (ideal=2, acceptable=1,'unacceptab1e=0).
The standardized beta weights for each of the components will
indicate the importance of that particular com?onent to the out-
come(s). The multiple R will indicate the magnitud; of “the
relationship between implementation and program effectiveness.

The innovation configurations cannot be scaled. However, a
[
l
;

13
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interview methods. o e




Each configuration can be

non-parameiric approach can be used.
given a different nominal code number and outcome scores can be

divided into ordinal categories of high, medium, and low
Chi-square analyses can be used to determine the

effectiveness.

~

- - —- relative frequencies of various configurations for different out-

-

come levels.
It will be recalled that data were collected from developers

concerning which components they considered important for

producing outcomes. The above analysis will suggest which  com-
1
ponents are empirically important for producing outcomes. These

two sohrces will then be compared in order to determine to what
extent developers are aware of components essential tb‘produce
outcomes. If developers are not aware of which components
produce outcomes, this would suggest major faults ia' even a
modified RD&D model, since disseminators would presumably not
components. The above cmi—square anal-

emphasize "non-essential”
\
ysis would speak to the usefulness of the concept of con-
v ]

figurations.

Summary and Conclusions
The wave of recent research and commentary c¢ritical of the
1

¢

classical RD&D policy model has already influenced program
Although many of the points
H

policies to a considerable extent.
raised in the "reinventionist"” literature are well taken, the

essential assumptions of the RD&D mcdel have not been directly
Qur research is an <arly step in this

addressed by research.

direction.

14
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Unfortunately this research is at an early stage of data
collectioniéhd we cannot yet directly address the issues raised
- here today. However, we have already learned a great deaf f;om
the process. Some of what we have learned relates directly to
J.D. Eveland's(1981) earlier comments concerniang the com-
munalities between e&aluatioﬁ reseafch and implementation
research. Specificallyh specificitj‘in detailing program com-

Q}?
ponents or ir .ovation configurations is critical. The social

scientist conducting implementation research in & post hoc:manner
similér tﬁjour project is extremely limited by the detail of tge
initial innovation's evaluation and the degree -of spe?}fici£y
;ith which the dissemination efforts were undertaken. The 7
relat;onship between implementation and outcome must be clearly
detailed at each step along the way. The demaﬁds of this area
are such that they render previous research paradigms somevhat
impotent in areas of interest to the applied and/or imp-
lementation researcher. The black box that is a successful
innovation is no longer acceptable in and of itself. A hybrid
eva;uation model that clearly tigs specific innovation coﬁponents
and confiéurations to specific program outcomes is essential for
the implementation researcher, inno&ation developer, progran

evaluator, program disseminator, and program adopter.

15

b
~1




\,

References

~

Berman, P. & McLaughlin, M.W. Federal programs supporting educational
. J

change, Vo!. 7: Factors affecting,imb1ementation and continuation.

April, 1977, The Rand Corporation, G}ant No.‘R-1589/7-HEw, U.S. Office

of Education.

Berman, P. & McLaughlin, M.W. Federal programs supporting educational

change, Vol. 8: Implementation and sustaining innovations. Final

Report, May 1978, The Rand Corporation, Grant No. r-1589/8-HEW,
U.S. Office of Education.
Dgtta, L.E. Damn the experts and full speed ahead: An examination of
the study of federal programs supporting educational zhange, as
\\évidence against directed development and for local problem-solving.

Evaluation Review, 1981, 5(1), 5-32.

Emrick, J.A., Peterson, S.M., & Agarwala-Rogers, R. Evaluation of the

National Diffusion Network, Vol. 1: Findings and recommendations

(SRI Project 4385). Washington, D.C.: U.S. Officc of Education,
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, May 1977.

Eveland, J.D. Evaluating the implementation of organizational technology.

Paper presented at the joirt meeting of the Evaluation Network and

Evaluation Research Society, Cctober, 1981.

Eveland, J.D., Rogers, E., & Klepper, C. The innovation process in public

organizations: Some elements of a preliminary model. Springfield,

VA: NTIS, March, 1977.

Fairweather, G.W., Sanders, D.H., & Ternatzky, L.G. Creating change in

mental nsalth organizations. New York: Pergamon Press, 1974.




Fullan, M., & Pomfret, A. Research on-curriculum and instruction imple-

mentation. Review of Educational Research, 1977, %7, 335-397.

Gross, N., Gigguinta,‘d., & Bernstein, M. Imp1ementing"gducation$1
innovations. New York: Basic Books, 1971. ‘s

H511, G.E. & Loucks, S.F. [Innovation Configurations: Ana?}kging the
adaptation of innovations. Austin: Research and Development Center

Teacher Education, The University of Texas, 1978. f

4

Havelock, R.G. Planning for innovation Lhrough dissemination and utilization

of knoé1edgé. Ann Arbor: Institute for Social Resedrch, 1969.

Heck, S.} Steigelbauer, S., Hall, G.E., & Loucks, S.F. Measuring innovation
conf{gurations:\ P}ocedures and applications. Austin: Research and
Development Center for %eacher Education, The University of‘Texas, 1981.

House, E.R., Kering, T., & Steele, J.M. A test of the research and

development model of change. Educational Administration Quarterly,
_ ) \ : .
1972, 8, 1-14. ‘x\

Network, Inc. A study of dissemi¥ation efforts supporting school improve-

ment. Andover, Mass: The Net&ork, Inc., 1981.
Rice, R.E., & Rogers, E.M. Reinvention in the innovatipn process.

Knowledge: Cieation, Diffusion,’Uti1ization, 1980, 1, 499-514.

Scheirer, M.A. Defining utilization of innqvations: Issues in the
measurement of implementation. Paper presented at the Evaluation
Research Society, Austin, 1981.

Tornatzky, L.G., Fergus, E.O., Avellar, J.W., Fairweather, G.W., &

Fleischer, M. Innovation and social process: A national experiment

in implementing social technology. New York: Pergamon Press, 1981.




i " Yin, R.K., Quick, S.K., Bateman, P.M., & Marks, E.L. Changing urban
' bureaucracies: How new bractic‘es beg:on}e routinized. ﬁanta Monica,
> \ " CA: The RAND Corporation, 1978.
\:
\
:?‘é@
i /
\\‘ \
\\ ‘
\ <
\ ) /
\\ 4»:1
/I
\ - /
/ ‘é -
/
()




- TEsC

TABLE 1 ‘ .

/,l - Ay
Example Innovation Components
/

—

- 'f;l *

/ ! Assessment of Clients Interests. -
, .

Criminal Justice. .
Skllls/Interests Assessed.
I. Residents, sk111s/1nterests are assessed prior to
beglnnlng’tralnlng and job search.
L. 'Resldents skills/interests aré not a maJor concern.
Jobs are considered as they are gvailable.

~Education.

-Career AbiYities and Intérests: Individualized,
Systematic Assessment., -
I. Btudent career abilities and interests are individually ’
and systematically assessed using explicit procedures.
U. Séudent career abilities and, interests are not assessed ’
;nd1v1dually or systematically. , ’ .
u. /Student career abilities an3 interests are not assesed
- “+,at all. - . . g

Regular Monitoring of Clients*Proéress.

Criminal Justice. -

'Y .

Monitoring of Residents' Progress.

- I. Once a month residents are behaviorally rated concérning

- ' contracted progress.

A. BEvery other month residents are behaviorally rated
concerning contracted progress.

U. -Every third month or less, residents are behaviorally rated
concerning contractual progress. '

U. Residents are not regularly rated concerning their
contractual progress. ' '

Education.

Academic Learning Plan: Feedback/Progres; Sessions.

I. Regular (perlodlc) 1-to-1 feedback and progress meetings
are held. with students with reference to the Academic/
Learning ‘plan, at leastﬁpnce a week.

A. Regular (periodic) 1-to-1 feedback and progress meetings
are held with students at least once a month.

U. Regular (periﬁdic) 1-to-1 feedback and progress meetings
with reference to Academic/Learning plan are held with

students less than once a month.




